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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the amendment filed 23 January 2007. 

2. Claims 1 , 2 and 5-14 are pending in this application. Claims 1,11 and 14 are 
independent. In the amendment filed 23 January 2007, claims 1 , 5-7, 10-12 and 14 
were amended and claims 3 and 4 were canceled. This Action is made Final. 

3. The rejections of claims 1 and 3-14 as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 
7,062,532 to Sweat et al in view of US Patent No. 5,933,825 to McClaughry et al and of 
claim 2 as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 7,062,532 to Sweat et al in view of 
US Patent No. 5,933,825 to McClaughry et al in view of US Patent No. 6,215,495 to 
Grantham et al have been maintained. 

Drawings 

4. The objections to the drawings are withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter.' 

Claim 12 recites a control program stored in a computer-readable medium for 
making a computer execute an information processing method of claim 1 . 

The specification fails to explicitly define a computer-readable medium. 
However, the specification mentions both a transmission medium and a storage 
medium. A transmission medium is considered to be nonstatutory subject matter 
because it does not fall into any of statutory categories of invention. It is suggested that 
the computer-readable medium be changed to a computer-readable storage medium. 
According to MPEP 2106: 

There is always some form of physical transformation within a computer because a 
computer acts on signals and transforms them during its operation and changes the state 
of its components during the execution of a process. Even though such a physical 
transformation occurs within a computer, such activity is not determinative of whether 
the process is statutory because such transformation alone does not distinguish a statutory 
computer process from a nonstatutory computer process. What is determinative is not 
how the computer performs the process, but what the computer does to achieve a 
practical application. See Arrhythmia, 958 F.2d at 1057, 22 USPQ2d at 1036. 



To allow for compact prosecution, the examiner will apply prior art to these 
claims as best understood, with the assumption that the applicant will amend to 
overcome the stated 101 rejections. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claim 1 and 5-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 7,062,532 to Sweat et al (hereafter Sweat et ai) in view of US 
Patent No. 5,933,825 to McClaughry et al (hereafter McClaughry et al). 

Referring to claim 1, Sweat et al disclose an information processing method 
[method for a project hosting service that a user can communicate and collaborate with 
members of a design team] for setting an exclusive control right of a data item by a 
specific process in a system [a user can download files to work on them, while locking 
the file to prevent others from overwriting the file] in which a plurality of processes that 
can communicate with each other [a user communicates with other users] (see abstract) 
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via an information transmission medium [Internet] share data including a plurality of data 
items (see column 3, lines 12-35), comprising: 

a first designation step [locking a file] of designating a desired data item [a 
selected file] for which the exclusive control right [locking a file by Administrators or 
Editors - since locking a file prevents other project members from editing the file, a lock 
is considered to represent an exclusive control right given to Administrators and Editors] 
is to be set (see column 15, lines 23-26). 

However, Sweat et al fail to explicitly disclose the further limitations of a retrieval 
step, a determination step and a setting step. McClaughry et al disclose a method for 
applying locks to files wherein a plurality of processes share data items (see abstract), 
including the further limitations of: 

a retrieval step of retrieving a data item [folders B and C and files D, E, F and G] 
which belongs to a lower layer with respect to the designated data item [folder A] 
designated in the first designation step on the basis of hierarchical structure information 
of the plurality of data items (see column 8, lines 45-48 - the children of folder A are 
retrieved); 

a determination step of determining whether or not an exclusive control right by 
another process is set, for each data item in the retrieval step (McClaughry et al: see 
column 5, lines 36-58 and column 5, line 59 - column 6, line 14); and 

a setting step of setting the exclusive control right for the specific process as to 
the designated data item (see column 8, lines 44-45 - a WK lock is acquired for folder 
A) and as to a retrieved data item retrieved in said retrieval step (see column 8, lines 
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59-60 - an RC lock is acquired for the children of folder A) and for which it is 
determined in said determination step that an exclusive control right by another process 
is not set (McClaughry et al: see column 5, lines 36-58 - determining if the lock is 
available and if so, acquiring the lock) in order to provide a mechanism for 
administrators and users to organize and set access permissions to a hierarchy of data 
items utilized by a plurality of processes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize McClaughry et al's method of retrieving children in a 
hierarchy of objects and applying the same control rights as the parent as a 
subcomponent to Sweat et al's method for determining an object in which a control right 
is to be set. One would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a mechanism 
for administrators and users to organize and set access permissions to a hierarchy of 
data items utilized by a plurality of processes (Sweat et al: see column 1 , lines 34-37). 

Referring to claim 5, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 1, further comprising: 

a second designation step of designating a desired data item [folder A], an 
exclusive control right of which is to be released (McClaughry et al: see column 9, lines 
16-21 - the move operation designates the desire to obtain a second Write Children 
(WK) lock on folder A); and 

a first release step of releasing the exclusive control right of the specific process 
as to the designated data item and data items which are related to the data item 
designated in the second designation step and are retrieved in the retrieval step 
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(McClaughry et al: see column 9, lines 7-15 - a Write Children (WK) lock is acquired on 
folder A; after acquiring the WK lock, a Read Contents (RC) lock is obtained on item C; 
next the WK lock is released)). 

Referring to claim 6, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 5, wherein said first release step includes a step of releasing the exclusive control 
right by the specific process of data items, for which no exclusive control right by 
another process is set, of the data items retrieved in said retrieval step (McClaughry et 
al: see column 5, lines 36-58 - determining if the lock is available and if so, acquiring 
the lock). 

Referring to claim 7, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 1 , wherein said setting step has a first setting mode [setting a read contents (RC) 
lock] for setting the exclusive control right by the specific process when no exclusive 
control right is set for the designated data item and all data items retrieved in the 
retrieval step (McClaughry et al: see column 5, lines 35-44), and a second setting mode 
[setting Hierarchy Read Contents (HRC) lock] for setting the exclusive control right by 
the specific process for data items for which no exclusive control right is set, of the 
designated data item and data items retrieved in said retrieval step (McClaughry et al: 
see column 5, line 58 - column 6, line 14), and an exclusive control right setting process 
is executed in a designated one of the first (McClaughry et al: see column 5, lines 41- 
44) and second setting modes (McClaughry et al: see column 6, lines 2-4). 

Referring to claim 8, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 7, wherein a user can designate a desired one of the first and second setting 



Application/Control Number: 10/786,116 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2167 

modes (McClaughry et al: see column 8, lines 59-60 - since the user is copying folder 
A, it is considered that the user is selecting to use a RC lock). 

Referring to claim 9, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 7, wherein information indicating which of the first and second setting modes is to 
be applied is assigned to each of the plurality of data items (McClaughry et al: see 
column 8, lines 59-60 - the lock is acquired for folder A and the children of folder A). 

Referring to claim 10, Sweat/McClaughry discloses the method according to 
claim 1 , wherein an upper limit value of exclusive control rights to be set is set for each 
of the plurality of data items, and said setting step includes a step of setting the 
exclusive control rights within the set upper limit value (Sweat et al: see column 9, lines 
19-34 - limiting the number of saved versions when determining the rights of a user). 

Referring to claim 11, Sweat et al disclose an information processing apparatus 
[method for a project hosting service that a user can communicate and collaborate with 
members of a design team] for setting an exclusive control right of a data item by a 
specific process in a "system [a user can download files to work on them, while locking 
the file to prevent others from overwriting the file] in which a plurality of processes that 
can communicate with each other [a user communicates with other users] (see abstract) 
via an information transmission medium [Internet] share data including a plurality of data 
items (see column 3, lines 12-35), comprising: 

a holding unit [ProjectPoint contains projects] for holding hierarchical structure 
information of the plurality of data items (see column 3, line 57 - column 4, line 26); 
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a first designation step [locking a file] of designating a desired data item [a 
selected file] for which the exclusive control right [locking a file by Administrators or 
Editors - since locking a file prevents other project members from editing the file, a lock 
is considered to represent an exclusive control right given to Administrators and Editors] 
is to be set (see column 1 5, lines 23-26). 

However, Sweat et al fail to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a setting 
unit. McClaughry et al disclose a method for applying locks to files wherein a plurality of 
processes share data items (see abstract), including the further limitation of a setting 
unit for setting the exclusive control right by the specific process to the designated data 
item (see column 8, lines 44-45 - a WK lock is acquired for folder A) and a data item 
which is related to the designated data item (see column 8, lines 59-60 - an RC lock is 
acquired for the children of folder A) on the basis of the hierarchical structure 
information and belongs to a layer lower than the data item designated by said first 
designation unit (see column 8, lines 45-48 - the children of folder A are retrieved), 
wherein the setting unit sets exclusive control right of the specific process only as to 
data items, to which no exclusive control right is set by another process, including the 
designated data item and data items which belong to a lower layer than the designated 
item (see column 5, lines 35-48 and column 5, line 59 - column 6, line 14) in order to 
provide a mechanism for administrators and users to organize and set access 
permissions to a hierarchy of data items utilized by a plurality of processes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize McClaughry et al's method of retrieving children in a 
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hierarchy of objects and applying the same control rights as the parent as a 
subcomponent to Sweat et al's method for determining an object in which a control right 
is to be set. One would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a mechanism 
for administrators and users to organize and set access permissions to a hierarchy of 
data items utilized by a plurality of processes (Sweat et al: see column 1 , lines 34-37). 

Referring to claim 12, Sweat/McClaughry discloses a control program [software] 
stored in a computer-readable medium for making a computer execute an information 
processing method of claim 1 (Sweat et al: see column 3, lines 36-39). 

Referring to claim 13, Sweat/McClaughry discloses a storage medium storing a 
control program for making a computer execute an information processing method of 
claim 1 (Sweat et al: see column 3, lines 27-35). 

Referring to claim 14, Sweat et al disclose an information processing method 
[method for a project hosting service that a user can communicate and collaborate with 
members of a design team] for setting an exclusive control right of a data item by a 
specific process in a system [a user can download files to work on them, while locking 
the file to prevent others from overwriting the file] in which a plurality of processes that 
can communicate with each other [a user communicates with other users] (see abstract) 
via an information transmission medium [Internet] share data including a plurality of data 
items (see column 3, lines 12-35), comprising: 

a designation step [locking a file] of designating a desired data item [a selected 
file] for which the exclusive control right [locking a file by Administrators or Editors - 
since locking a file prevents other project members from editing the file, a lock is 
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considered to represent an exclusive control right given to Administrators and Editors] is 
to be set (see column 15, lines 23-26). 

However, Sweat et al fail to explicitly disclose the further limitations of a setting 
step of setting the exclusive control right by the specific process to the designated data 
item and a data item which belongs to a layer lower than the data item designated in the 
designation step on the basis of hierarchical structure information of the plurality of data 
items. McClaughry et al disclose a method for applying locks to files wherein a plurality 
of processes share data items (see abstract), including the further limitations of: 

a setting step of setting the exclusive control right by the specific process to the 
designated data item (see column 8, lines 44-45 - a WK lock is acquired for folder A) 
and a data item (see column 8, lines 59-60 - an RC lock is acquired for the children of 
folder A) which belongs to a layer lower than the data item designated in the 
designation step on the basis of hierarchical structure information of the plurality of data 
items (see column 8, lines 45-48 - the children of folder A are retrieved), wherein the 
setting unit sets exclusive control right of the specific process only as to data items, to 
which no exclusive control right is set by another process, including the designated data 
item and data items which belong to a lower layer than the designated item (see column 
5, lines 35-48 and column 5, line 59 - column 6, line 14) in order to provide a 
mechanism for administrators and users to organize and set access permissions to a 
hierarchy of data items utilized by a plurality of processes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize McClaughry et al's method of applying the control rights to 
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an item and then applying the same control rights to the children of the item as a 
subcomponent to Sweat et al's method for determining an object in which a control right 
is to be set. One would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a mechanism 
for administrators and users to organize and set access permissions to a hierarchy of 
data items utilized by a plurality of processes (Sweat et al: see column 1 , lines 34-37). 

8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 7,062,532 to Sweat et al in view of US Patent No. 5,933,825 to 
McClaughry et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent No. 
6,215,495 to Grantham et al (hereafter Grantham et al). 

Referring to claim 2, Sweat/McClaughry discloses assigning control rights to 
data items in a hierarchy, however, Sweat/McClaughry fails to explicitly disclose the 
further limitation wherein the data is a scene graph database, which is referred to upon 
generation of computer graphics of a virtual space. Grantham et al also disclose 
assigning control rights to data items in a hierarchy (see abstract and column 7, lines 
49-54), including the further limitation wherein the data is a scene graph database which 
is referred to upon generation of computer graphics of a virtual space (see column 4, 
lines 17-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Grantham et al's scene graph database as the data 
described by Sweat/McClaughry. One would have been motivated to do so in order to 
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provide since the method of Sweat/McClaughry can apply to any database (Sweat et al: 
see column 3, lines 52-55). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed in regards to claims 1 , 2 and 5-14 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

10. The amendment fails to overcome the 101 rejection of claim 12 for the reasons 
stated above. 

11. In regards to applicants' arguments on page 1 0 referring to the prior art rejection 
of claims 1 and 3-14, applicants state: Even if McClaughry describes setting a control 
right to a designated data item and to data items belonging to a layer lower than the 
designated data item, at most McClaughry is determining whether a lock is available 
regarding only the designated data item. Applicant submit that nothing in McClaughry 
would disclose or suggest determining whether an exclusive control right belonging to 
another process is set for each data item retrieved as belonging to a lower layer than a 
designated data item; much less the setting of an exclusive control right by a specific 
process to a data item, to which no exclusive control right is set for another process, 
and belonging to a lower layer than the designated data item, as recited in claim 1 . 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated above, McClaughry discloses 
these limitations in column 5, lines 35-48 and column 5, line 59 - column 6, line 14. 
McClaughry scans the hierarchy to determine in which locations the locks exist. 
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Furthermore, McClaughry only allows for a lock request to be granted in the case where 
a lock is not already set. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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examiner should be directed to Kimberly Lovel whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2750. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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